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DETAILED ACTION 

Response to Amendment 

1 . The amendment filed on 4/7/2009 has been entered. Claims 37, 39, 80 and 85 
have been amended. No new claims have been added or cancelled. Accordingly, claims 
37-45, 49, 51-57, 63-74, and 77-89 are pending in this office action. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1 , 148 
USPQ 459 (1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining 
obviousness under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating 
obviousness or nonobviousness. 

Claims 37-45, 49, 51-57, 63-74 and 77-89 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) 

as being unpatentable over US 20030212666 (hereinafter Basu) in view of US 6243713 



(hereinafter Nelson). 
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As for claim 37 Basu discloses: receiving by a network interface or an input 
device of the computer system, a search query comprising a plurality of search terms 
from a user (See figure 3 #302 and paragraph 0032), where the search query further 
includes a plurality of user-selected operators associated with one of the search terms 
and where the plurality of operators comprise a same operator repeated multiple times 
(See paragraph 0033) of the search query (See paragraph 0043); broadening by a 
processor of the computer system, the one of the search terms based on the plurality of 
user-selected operators to produce a broadened search query; (See paragraphs, 0033, 
0038 and 0041 ). Where broadening the one of the search term comprises(See 
paragraph 0033 and 0038). and executing by the processor a search using the 
broadened search query (See paragraph 0041). 

Basu however does not explicitly disclose broadening the one of the search 
terms to an extent determined by a number of times the same operator is repeated; 
however does disclose broadening the one of the search terms to an extent determined 
by a number of times the same operator is repeated; (See column 7 lines 15-25). It 
would have been obvious to an artisan of ordinary skill in the pertinent at the time the 
invention was made to have incorporated the teaching of Nelson into the system of 
Basu. The modification would have been obvious because the two references are 
concerned with the solution to problem query broadening and data retrieval .therefore 
there is an implicit motivation to combine these references. In other words, the ordinary 
skilled artisan, during his/her quest for a solution to the cited problem, would look to the 
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cited references at the time the invention was made. Consequently, the ordinary skilled 
artisan, would have been motivated to combine the cited references since Nelsons 
teaching would enable users of the Basu system to explicitly have operators different 
from other operator along with the ability to index results and database data.. 



As for claim 38 the rejection of claim 37 is incorporated and further Basu 
discloses: where the search query further includes a user-selected delimiter associated 
with another one of the search terms that indicates that the other one of the search 
terms should not be broadened (See paragraph 0038). 

As for claim 39 Basu discloses: receiving by a network interface or an input 
device of the computer system a search query comprising a plurality of search terms; 
broadening, by a processor of the computer system one of the plurality of search terms; 
excluding by the processor the broadened one of the plurality of search terms from the 
search query; executing by the processor a search based on the search query after 
excluding the broadened one of the plurality of search terms provide search results; and 
evaluating by the processor the search results relative to the excluded search term 
using categorical or clustered distinctions (See paragraphs 0043 and 0004). 

As for claim 40 the rejection of claim 37 is incorporated and further Basu 
discloses: where broadening the one of the search terms comprises: determining a 
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meaning associated with the first one of the search terms (See paragraph 0004 and 
0011). 

As for claim 41 the rejection of claim 40 is incorporated and further Basu 
discloses: where broadening the first one of the search terms comprises: determining a 
related concept based on the meaning (See paragraph 0004 and 001 1). 

As for claim 42 the rejection of claim 37 is incorporated, and further Basu 
discloses: where broadening the one of the search terms comprises: modifying, 
replacing, supplementing, removing or restating the one of the search terms (See 
paragraph 0034). 

As for claim 43 the rejection of claim 37 is incorporated and further Basu 
discloses: where broadening the one of the search terms comprises: selecting a 
broadening search term associated with the one of the search terms from a set of words 
having a synonymous, alternate spelling, common root, or similar semantic meaning 
(See paragraph 0041). 

As for claim 44 the rejection of claim 37 is incorporated and further Basu 
discloses presenting at least one broadened search term associated with the first one of 
the search terms as at least one of a static list, a menu of selectable search terms, a set 
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of checkboxes or a list of selectable search terms; and receiving a selection from the 
presented at least broadened search term (See paragraph 0038). 

As for claim 45 the rejection of claim 37 is incorporated and further Basu 
discloses: where broadening the one of the search terms comprises: presenting at least 
one broadened search characteristic associated with the one of the search terms as a 
hyperlink; and forming the broadened search query responsive to a selection of the 
hyperlink by the user (See paragraph 0038). 

As for claim 49 Basu discloses: one or more instructions for receiving a search 
query comprising a plurality of search terms from a user, wherein the search query 
includes multiple symbols which define a user-assigned strength of broadening 
associated with one of the search terms of the search query (See paragraph 0038); one 
or more instructions for broadening the one of the search terms to an extent determined 
by the user-assigned strength to produce a broadened search query where a number of 
the multiple symbols determines the extent to which the one of the search terms is 
broadened ; and one or more instructions for executing a search based on the 
broadened search query (See paragraph 0038). 

As for claim 51 the rejection of claim 49 is incorporated and further Basu 
discloses: where the search query further includes a user-selected delimiter associated 
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with another one of the search terms that indicates that the other one of the search 
terms should not be broadened (See paragraph 0038). 



As for claim 52 the rejection of claim 49 is incorporated and further Basu 
discloses: where the one or more instructions for broadening the one of the search 
terms comprises: one or more instructions for determining a meaning associated with 
the one of the search terms (See paragraph 0004 and 001 1 ). 

As for claim 53 the rejection of claim 52 is incorporated and further Basu 
discloses: where the one or more instructions for broadening the one of the search 
terms comprises: one or more instructions for determining a related concept based on 
the meaning (See paragraph 0004 and 0011). 

As for claim 54 the rejection of claim 49 is incorporated and further Basu 
discloses: where the one or more instructions for broadening the first one of the search 
terms comprises: modifying, replacing, supplementing, removing or restating the first 
one of the search terms (See paragraph 0034). 

As for claim 55 the rejection of claim 49 is incorporated and further Basu 
discloses: where the one or more instructions for broadening the one of the search 
terms comprises: one or more instructions for selecting a broadening search term 
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associated with the one of the search terms from a set of words having a synonymous, 
alternate spelling, common root, or similar semantic meaning (See paragraph 0041 ). 

As for claim 56 the rejection of claim 49 is incorporated and further Basu 
discloses: one or more instructions for presenting at least one broadened search term 
associated with the one of the search terms as at least one of a static list, a menu of 
selectable search terms, a set of checkboxes or a list of selectable search terms; and 
one or more instructions for receiving, from the user a selection from the presented at 
least broadened search term from the user (See paragraph 0038).. 

As for claim 57 the rejection of claim 49 is incorporated and further Basu 
discloses: where the one or more instructions for broadening the one of the search 
terms comprises: one or more instructions for presenting at least one broadened 
search characteristic associated with the first one of the search terms as a hyperlink; 
and one or more instructions for forming the broadened search query responsive to a 
selection of the hyperlink by the user (See paragraph 0038). 

As for claim 60 the rejection of claim 58 is incorporated and further Nelson 
discloses: where the search query further includes a user-selected delimiter associated 
with a second one of the search terms that indicates that the second one of the search 
terms should not be broadened and where the user-selected delimiter comprises a 
second symbol that is different than the first symbol (See figure 1 1a). It would have been 
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obvious to an artisan of ordinary skill in the pertinent at the time the invention was made 
to have incorporated the teaching of Nelson into the system of Basu. The modification 
would have been obvious because the two references are concerned with the solution 
to problem query broadening and data retrieval , therefore there is an implicit motivation 
to combine these references. In other words, the ordinary skilled artisan, during his/her 
quest for a solution to the cited problem, would look to the cited references at the time 
the invention was made. Consequently, the ordinary skilled artisan, would have been 
motivated to combine the cited references since Nelsons teaching would enable users 
of the Basu system to explicitly have operators different from other operator along with 
the ability to index results and database data. 

As for claim 61 the rejection of claim 58 is incorporated and further Nelson 
discloses: where the at least one user-selected operator comprises a plurality of 
operators and where the plurality of operators comprise the first symbol repeated 
multiple times (See column 7 lines 15-25). It would have been obvious to an artisan of 
ordinary skill in the pertinent at the time the invention was made to have incorporated 
the teaching of Nelson into the system of Basu.The modification would have been 
obvious because the two references are concerned with the solution to problem query 
broadening and data retrieval , therefore there is an implicit motivation to combine these 
references. In other words, the ordinary skilled artisan, during his/her quest for a 
solution to the cited problem, would look to the cited references at the time the invention 
was made. Consequently, the ordinary skilled artisan, would have been motivated to 
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combine the cited references since Nelsons teaching would enable users of the Basu 
system to explicitly have operators different from other operator along with the ability to 
index results and database data. 



As for claim 63 the rejection of claim 49 is incorporated and further Nelson 
discloses: where the first symbol comprises one of a graphical or character symbol (See 
figure 11b). 

As for claim 64 the rejection of claim 51 is incorporated and further Nelson 
discloses: where the user-selected delimiter comprises a second symbol that is different 
than the first symbol (See column 7 lines 25-35). 

Claims 65-74 are system claims corresponding to the method of claims 
1 ,38,64,40-45,61 ,63 respectively and are thus rejected for the same reasons as set 
forth in the rejection of claims 1,38,64,40-45,61,63. 

As for claim 77 the rejection of claim 39 is incorporated and further discloses: 
determining a meaning associated with the one of the plurality of search terms and 
determining a related concept based on the meaning. 
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As for claim 78 the rejection of claim 39 is incorporated and further Basu 
discloses: modifying, replacing, supplementing, removing or restating the one of the 
plurality of search terms (See paragraph 0043). 

As for claim 79 the rejection of claim 39 is incorporated and further Basu 
discloses: selecting a broadening search term associated with the one of the plurality of 
search terms from a set of words having a synonymous, alternate spelling, common 
root, or similar semantic meaning (See paragraphs 0033, 0034) 

As for claim 80 BASU discloses: : receiving by a network interface or an input 
device of the computer system, a search query comprising a plurality of search terms 
from a user (See figure 3 #302 and paragraph 0032), where the search query further 
includes a plurality of user-selected operators associated with one of the search terms 
and where the plurality of operators comprise a same operator repeated multiple times 
(See paragraph 0033) of the search query (See paragraph 0043); broadening by a 
processor of the computer system, the one of the search terms based on the plurality of 
user-selected operators to produce a broadened search query; (See paragraphs, 0033, 
0038 and 0041). Where broadening the one of the search term comprises receiving by 
the network interface or the input device, selection of a subset of hyperlinks of the set of 
hyperlinks to select a subset of the broadened search terms; (See paragraph 0033 and 
0038). and executing by the processor a search using the broadened search query (See 
paragraph 0041). 
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Basu however does not explicitly disclose broadening the one of the search 
terms to an extent determined by a number of times the same operator is repeated; 
however does disclose broadening the one of the search terms to an extent determined 
by a number of times the same operator is repeated; (See column 7 lines 15-25). It 
would have been obvious to an artisan of ordinary skill in the pertinent at the time the 
invention was made to have incorporated the teaching of Nelson into the system of 
Basu. The modification would have been obvious because the two references are 
concerned with the solution to problem query broadening and data retrieval therefore 
there is an implicit motivation to combine these references. In other words, the ordinary 
skilled artisan, during his/her quest for a solution to the cited problem, would look to the 
cited references at the time the invention was made. Consequently, the ordinary skilled 
artisan, would have been motivated to combine the cited references since Nelsons 
teaching would enable users of the Basu system to explicitly have operators different 
from other operator along with the ability to index results and database data.. 

Claims 81-84 are method claims corresponding to the method of claims 77-79 
respectively and are thus rejected for the same reasons as set forth in the rejection of 
claims, 77-79. 
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Claims 85-89 are method claims corresponding to the method of claims 1 , 77-79 
respectively and are thus rejected for the same reasons as set forth in the rejection of 
claims, 1, 77-79. 
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Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments filed 4/7/09 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 
Applicant argues: 

For example, BASU and NELSON do not disclose or suggest receiving, by a 
network interface or an input device of the computer system, a search query comprising 
a plurality of search terms from a user, where the search query further includes a 
plurality of user-selected operators associated with one of the search terms of the 
search query and where the plurality of operators comprise a same operator repeated 
multiple times, as recited in claim 37. The Examiner relies on paragraph [0033] and 
[0043] of BASU for allegedly disclosing this feature (Office Action, p. 3). Applicants 
disagree with the Examiner's interpretation of BASU. This section of BASU discloses 
that a query may be subjective or objective. For example, the query "sunset" is an 
abstract objective query and the query "beautiful evening" is an abstract subjective 
query. This section of BASU discloses searching bol subjective and objective queries, 
learning a user's preferences through user feedback, a adapting search results to the 
user's definition of subjective concepts. This section of BASU does not disclose or 
suggest an operator associated with a search term of a search query, let alone a same 
operator repeated multiple times. Therefore, this section of BASU does not disclose or 
suggest receiving, by a network interface or an input device of the computer system, a 
search query comprising a plurality of search terms from a user, where the search query 
further includes a plurality of user-selected operators associated with one of the search 
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terms of the search query and where the plurality of operators comprise a same 
operator repeated multiple times, as recited in claim 37. 



Examiner responds: 

Examiner is not persuaded. Examiner is entitled to give claim limitations their 
broadest reasonable interpretation in light of the specification. Interpretation of Claims- 
Broadest Reasonable Interpretation: During patent examination, the pending claims 
must be 'given the broadest reasonable interpretation consistent with the specification.' 
Applicant always has the opportunity to amend the claims during prosecution and broad 
interpretation by the examiner reduces the possibility that the claim, once issued, will be 
interpreted more broadly than is justified. In re Prater, 162 USPQ 541,550-51 (CCPA 
1969). In this case as claimed BASU does in fact disclose where the search query 
further includes a plurality of user-selected operators associated with one of the search 
terms of the search query and where the plurality of operators comprise a same 
operator repeated multiple times. A broadening that is done in the BASU reference is 
based on user preferences (See paragraph 0033) this is the case since while the user 
submits a query based on objective measures, the subjective measures are added in 
order to create a searching situation particular to each user (See paragraph 0033). 
Paragraph 0043 discloses that creating a search situation particular to each user means 
that the queries are expanding by using sub-queries whether they be distinct or not 
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distinct (See paragraph 0043). In fact paragraph 0045 goes on to further only disclose 
an addition of terms (See figure 6's illustration). 



Applicant argues: 

Furthermore, BASU and NELSON do not disclose or suggest broadening, by a 
processor of a computer system, one of search terms based on a plurality of user- 
selected operators to produce a broadened search query, where broadening the one of 
the search terms comprises broadening the one of the search terms to an extent 
determined by a number of times the same operator is repeated, as recited in claim 37. 
The Examiner admits that BASU does not disclose this feature and relies on col. 7, lines 
15-25 of NELSON for allegedly disclosing this feature (Office Action, p. 3). Applicants 
disagree with the Examiner' s interpretation of NELSON. This section of NELSON 
discloses that an optional process to increase the robustness of a multimedia retrieval 
pipeline is to add type-specific query tokens to any or all components that are in a 
query. For example, additional tokens may be used to represent other words similarly 
spelled to query keywords, or that have similar meanings, or other images of similar 
shape, color, or texture. This query expansion can be done by default 



Examiner responds: 

Examiner is not persuaded. Initially examiner notes that one cannot show 
nonobviousness by attacking references individually where the rejections are based on 
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combinations of references. See In re Keller, 642 F.2d 413, 208 USPQ 871 (CCPA 
1981); In re Merck & Co., 800 F.2d 1091,231 USPQ 375 (Fed. Cir. 1986). In this case 
Nelson discloses: adding to a query based on the number of terms or tokens in the 
original query (See Nelson column 7 lines 15-20). Moreover the "Test of obviousness is 
not whether features of secondary reference may be bodily incorporated into primary reference's 
structure, nor whether claimed invention is expressly suggested in any one or all of references; 
rather, test is what combined teachings of references would have suggested to those of ordinary 
skill in art ." In re Keller, Terry, and Davies, 208 USPQ 871 (CCPA 1981). 
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Applicant argues: 

For example, BASU and NELSON do not disclose or suggest excluding, by a 
processor, a broadened one of the plurality of search terms from a search query, as 
recited in claim 39. The Examiner relies on paragraphs [0043] and [0004] of BASU for 
allegedly disclosing this feature (Office Action, p. 4). Applicants disagree with the 
Examiner's interpretation of BASU. Paragraph [0043] of BASU was reproduced above. 
This section of BASU discloses that a query expansion operation may be defined by the 
user or developed by the system through user interaction. The query to sub-query 
expansion may be one-to- one, one-to-many, many-to-one, or many-to-many. An 
example of a many-to-many query is shown in Fig. 4 of BASU, which depicts the query 
"outdoor" mapped to the sub- queries "trees" and "sky" and the query "beach" mapped 
to sub-queries "sky" and "sand." 

Examiner responds: 

Examiner is not persuaded. Examiner is entitled to give claim limitations their 
broadest reasonable interpretation in light of the specification. Interpretation of Claims- 
Broadest Reasonable Interpretation: During patent examination, the pending claims 
must be 'given the broadest reasonable interpretation consistent with the specification.' 
Applicant always has the opportunity to amend the claims during prosecution and broad 
interpretation by the examiner reduces the possibility that the claim, once issued, will be 
interpreted more broadly than is justified. In re Prater, 162 USPQ 541,550-51 (CCPA 
1969). In this case as claimed BASU does in fact disclose where the search query 
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further includes a plurality of user-selected operators associated with one of the search 
terms of the search query and where the plurality of operators comprise a same 
operator repeated multiple times. A broadening that is done in the BASU reference is 
based on user preferences (See paragraph 0033) this is the case since while the user 
submits a query based on objective measures, the subjective measures are added in 
order to create a searching situation particular to each user (See paragraph 0033). 
Paragraph 0043 discloses that creating a search situation particular to each user means 
that the queries are expanding by using sub-queries whether they be distinct or not 
distinct (See paragraph 0043). In fact paragraph 0045 goes on to further only disclose 
an addition of terms (See figure 6's illustration). 



Applicant argues: 

Nevertheless, Applicants submit that BASU and NELSON, whether taken alone 
or in any reasonable combination, do not disclose or suggest the above-noted feature of 
claim 80. For example, in rejecting claim 45, the Examiner relies on paragraph [0038] of 
BASU for allegedly disclosing "presenting at least one broadened search characteristic 
associated with the one of the search terms as a hyperlink; and forming the broadened 
search query responsive to a selection of the hyperlink by the user" (Office Action, p. 6). 
Applicants submit that this section (or any other section) of BASU does not disclose or 
suggest the above-noted feature of claim 80. 
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Examiner responds: 

Examiner is not persuaded. Examiner is entitled to give claim limitations their 
broadest reasonable interpretation in light of the specification. Interpretation of Claims- 
Broadest Reasonable Interpretation: During patent examination, the pending claims 
must be 'given the broadest reasonable interpretation consistent with the specification.' 
Applicant always has the opportunity to amend the claims during prosecution and broad 
interpretation by the examiner reduces the possibility that the claim, once issued, will be 
interpreted more broadly than is justified. In re Prater, 162 USPQ 541,550-51 (CCPA 
1969). In this case any time a user is in charge or is able to make the selection to 
broaden a search that user is selecting a link which does in fact disclose presenting at 
least one broadened search characteristic associated with the one of the search terms 
as a hyperlink; and forming the broadened search query responsive to a selection of the 
hyperlink by the user" (See BASU paragraph 0042). 



Application/Control Number: 10/629,479 Page 21 

Art Unit: 2166 

Conclusion 

THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to LEON HARPER whose telephone number is (571 )272- 
0759. The examiner can normally be reached on Flex. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Hosain Alam can be reached on (571) 272-3978. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



LJH 

Leon J. Harper 
June 19, 2009 

/Hosain T Alarm/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2166 



